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Abstract 
This dissertation was written as part of the MSc in Hospitality and Tourism 
Management at the International Hellenic University.  
The main objective of the research was to give some more insights about the 
performance appraisals in hospitality and the difference between managers’ appraisals 
and self-appraisals. Following the analysis, there were some interesting observations. 
To begin with, in every category, evaluations of managers are lower than self-
appraisals. Furthermore, we tested our hypotheses and we found that the in the five 
categories, (knowledge of work, quality of work, skills, attitude and behaviour) there 
were significant differences between ratings of mangers’ appraisals and self-appraisals. 
Only in the category Appearance, there were no significant difference between the 
means of the two groups of appraisals. We concluded that the measurement of 
performance on knowledge of work, quality of work, skills, attitude and behaviour, has 
a more subjective character and thus we cannot evaluate them adequately, using one 
or two sources of evaluation. 
I would like to thank my supervisor, prof. Alexandra Chytiri for her valuable guidance 
and her useful ideas that helped me to write my dissertation  
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Introduction 
Employers want their employees to perform well in their tasks so they contribute to 
business success and help organization to achieve its goals and objectives. However, 
managers or supervisors have the key role to communicate the appropriate context 
and guide their subordinates to understand what the organization wants from them 
to accomplish. For this reason, performance management is a crucial tool that 
supports company’s business strategy and simultaneously recognize, measures and 
rewards employees regarding their contribution to overall company performance.  
Organizations set up performance management systems in order to serve three 
purposes: Strategic purpose, administrative purpose and developmental purpose. 
The strategic purpose is to meet the objectives, set by the organization. This can be 
achieved by linking employees’ behaviour with business goals. The administrative 
purpose of performance management system is to provide information for daily 
decision regarding wages, benefits, promotion and termination or retention. The 
developmental purpose of the system is to   provide the basis for the development 
of skills and knowledge of employees.   
An important part of performance management is performance appraisal. The 
performance appraisal is the procedure that allows the evaluation of capabilities and 
potential of an employee with aim to improve his performance. It is very important 
policy because it helps to correct and improve any insufficient performance or 
reward a successful one. A form of performance appraisal is self- appraisal. In this 
case, an individual is asked to complete a questionnaire and evaluate himself. 
Employee takes part of the responsibility to evaluate its performance and contribute 
to the whole process by offering his insight and perception about it. As a self-
development tool, self-appraisal requires employees to consider their strong and 
weak points and set personal goals for improvement. If executed properly, self- 
appraisal can provide company and employees with several benefits: 
• Employee becomes more engaged in the performance appraisal process 
instead of being passive and indifferent 
• Self – appraisal provides managers with broader perceptive about their 
subordinates 
• It marks differences in perception before the meeting for the review 
• Discussions about priorities and challenges become more efficient since there 
is two-way communication 
Nevertheless, subordinates might use different standards and not evaluate 
themselves in the same manner as their managers/supervisors. Research exploring 
how individuals might be more indulgent or demanding when they involve in self-
rating, where more frequently self-ratings tend to be higher than managers’ ratings. 
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Despite that, self-appraisal can still provide useful feedback about how an individual 
considers the level of his performance. Nowadays, overall, the use of self-rating by 
the companies has increased. As the feedback from one source might lead to more 
subjective opinions, organizations can combine different sources such as supervisors, 
employees, colleagues and customers so that they have a more complete opinion 
about an individual. As a result, we have the 360-degree performance approach. 
Even though self-appraisals might be subjective and biased, but they come from the 
person that has the most knowledge regarding employee’s behaviour and thus they 
can be the basis for discussion in feedback sessions and useful comparisons to other 
appraisals.  
Even though, comments from supervisors/managers about performance can take 
place every day at workplace, these come in more informal manner.  The three 
purposes of performance management that we mentioned above, require a more 
formal and systematic approach. A systematic appraisal is used when the contact 
between a manager and an employee is formal and comments and observations 
about performance are recorded . The difference between formal and informal 
appraisal is that systematic appraisals have a regular time interval. Both sides, 
managers and employees, are aware of regular performance review so they 
schedule performance discussions. For instance, a front office manager might want a 
formal discussion about performance issues with a receptionist. If there is systematic 
approach, they can arrange meetings and both be prepared for the discussion. 
The structure of hospitality sector might be suitable for the systematic approach as 
companies have different departments and one manager is usually responsible for a 
number of employees. Lucas (2004) found that performance appraisal is more 
possible to be applied to hospitality companies than other private owned companies 
of other sectors. Nevertheless, it is not always easy to apply this approach. One 
reason is the seasonality that characterizes the industry. That would be the case of 
businesses that operate only for summer or winter only. Too many employees in 
hospitality suffer from viewing the work as temporary, unappreciated, badly paid 
and without prospects. Consequently, they don’t feel engaged or attached to their 
workplace and as a result they become indifferent to any discussion regarding 
performance improvement systems. According to Meyer et al. (2002), the nature of 
the employee’s commitment and therefore engagement with the organization may 
vary depending on the circumstances and nature of the business and job 
characteristics. Most positively, affective commitment is experienced by staff when 
they genuinely feel satisfied and positive about their work experiences and wish to 
stay in the employment 
(Yang, 2008, Kuvaas, 2007). As this type of problem includes the hospitality sector in 
total, many companies try to solve partly the problem by attempting to keep the 
same staff for years. 
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Despite any problems or the fact that necessary conditions required to exist for the 
application, performance appraisal is important for every organization. Under 
conditions, it can provide competitive advantage. It can reveal strengths and 
weaknesses of employees and give a feedback about current and potential 
capabilities of human resources. Due to this importance, our research focuses on 
performance appraisals. Particularly, our purpose is to examine the differences in 
perception regarding performance between managers and employees. For this 
reason, we will compare managers’ appraisals and appraisals that made employees 
for self-rating. In addition, our research would like to highlight potential differences 
in performance evaluation on key aspects of someone’s performance such as skills, 
knowledge of work, attitude and behaviour. Some aspects are easier to be evaluated 
objectively when others need to be evaluated using one’s personal judgment.  
Moreover, the goal of the study is to underline that one source of appraisal is not 
enough and therefore organizations should try to include as many as possible in 
order to have a more spherical view about an individual’s performance. 
Furthermore, as several factors of performance will be under analysis, the 
contribution of the research is to identify those factors that have subjective and 
objective nature. As a result, this distinction will be useful guide for future 
performance appraisals. Last but not least, the findings of this study will provide 
more insights about employees and their performance appraisals in hospitality 
sector, contributing, in this way, to the existing literature.  
In the next part of our research, we will continue with literature review, providing 
definitions of concepts such as performance management system, performance 
appraisal and look into the concept and framework that help us to base our study. In 
the third part, we will describe our methodology and the sample that we use to 
conduct our research. In the fourth part, we proceed with our data analysis. This part 
consists of two sub parts: in the first one, we compare the average scores of 
appraisals among different hotel departments. In the second part, we compare the 
means between two groups, managers’ appraisals and self-appraisals. In the fifth 
and last part, we mention the conclusions that we drew from the survey, limitations 
that we faced during our research and recommendations for a future study.   
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Theoretical framework 
1.1 Performance management in general 
Every business needs capital to operate efficiently and accomplish its mission and 
reach its goals. Types of capital are cash, equipment, technology and facilities. Along 
with these, there is another type of capital, the so called “Human Capital”, which is 
consisted of the company’s employees. Employees are resources for the firm that 
need to be managed properly so that they can contribute to value creation and meet 
of objectives, thus we speak about Human Resources Management (HRM). HRM 
consists of the policies, practices and systems that influence employees’ behaviour, 
attitudes and performance. (1)Aim of these policies and practices is to support 
business strategy by: analyzing work and designing jobs, determining how many 
employees with specific knowledge and skills are needed (human resource planning), 
attracting potential employees (recruiting),choosing employees (selection), teaching 
employees how to perform their jobs and preparing them for the future (training 
and development), evaluating their performance(performance management), 
rewarding employees (compensation), and creating a positive work environment 
(employee relations).(2) 
 
Since we have mentioned that performance management should support the overall 
business strategy, it is also necessary to connect its policies with the external 
environment. Especially, nowadays, due to globalization and fast technological 
advancements, it is essential to take them into consideration when designing the 
HRM policies because the rapid changing environment demands flexible strategic 
approaches. In other words, organizations should look to fit the management system 
and their overall strategy (Guest et al., 2003).  
Performance management is a part of Human Resources Management and its proper 
application has its own importance and contribution to the efficiency of the whole 
system. According to Armstrong (2001), “Performance management is about getting 
better results from the organization, teams and individuals by understanding and 
managing performance within an agreed framework of planned goals, standards and 
competing requirements. It is a process for establishing shared understanding about 
what is to be achieved, and an approach to managing and developing people in a 
way which increases the probability that it will be achieved in the short and long 
term. It is owned and driven by management.” 
 
Planning and designing the performance management system is the first part. 
Nevertheless, the second part, which is equally important, is to convert the policies 
into business unit or department level actions and ensure that they are 
communicated properly and assigned to the individuals. With a view to create an 
efficient performance management system, objectives should be clear and 
understood by individuals who are held accountable for their successful 
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accomplishment. Otherwise, even the most willing employee, will not know what to 
do. Consequently, the goals should be: Specific, Measurable, Achievable / Attainable, 
Realistic and Timely-bound (S.M.A.R.T) (Frey and Osterloh  (2002), Piskurich (2011), 
Yemm (2013), Lawler and  Bilson(2013)).  
 
Performance management should not be confused with performance appraisal. The 
former is a set of activities with purpose to ensure that the organization gets the 
desirable performance from the employees. The latter, is one of fundamental 
components of performance management and the procedure which identifies how 
close to the standards set by the organization are individuals’ performances and 
provides employees with the necessary feedback. In order to be effective, this kind 
of system should communicate clearly what organization expects from the 
employees to achieve and then provide them with feedback regarding performance 
so that they know where they stand. The next stage would be not only to recognize 
strong points in the performance and find ways for more development but also to 
spot weak points for correction. Finally, it is useful to have documented the whole 
procedure because in case of dismissal of an employee, there will be need for 
evidence that the organization made suggestions on performance issues. 
 
1.2 Performance appraisal – self appraisal 
 
Performance appraisal is defined by Heery and Noon (2001) as, ‘… the process of 
evaluating the performance and assessing the development/training needs of an 
employee’. LRD (1997: 3) similarly note how performance appraisal is, ‘A process of 
reviewing individual performances against pre-determined criteria or objectives, 
involving the gathering of information, one or more meetings and some form of 
report which may include a performance rating’. In sum, then, appraisal is a process 
that allows for an individual employee’s overall capabilities and potential to be 
assessed for the purposes of improving their performance. 
Performance appraisal should be done more than once per year so that it can be 
effective. Even though, during the year, a lot of informal performance reviews take 
place (for instance personal counselor advice from the supervisor to subordinate for 
performance improvement), the systematic is a different thing. Hence, it needs to be 
applied through formal procedures and more frequent basis (every 3 months for 
example). It is necessary for the supervisor to examine employee’s performance 
based on pre-determined objectives and expectations while considering what his 
potential is. In this way, the comparison between personal goals and actual 
performance becomes easier and the decision for the next steps regarding 
rewarding or correcting performance. 
From this it is evident that the goal of performance appraisal is improve both the 
individual and the organization. This can be obtained by identifying strengths and 
weaknesses of employees so that strengths can be identified, recognized and 
developed and weaknesses can be identified and be mended. In addition, an 
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employee has own dreams, aspirations and hopes which tries to fulfil them. Thus, 
organization should encourage them and help individuals to realize them, under the 
condition that are not against organization’s interests.  
 
Benefits  
 
Performance appraisal can offer benefits to both employer and employees. A 
properly designed and executed appraisal program can benefit an employer by 
ensuring commitment to a formal agreement where employer and employee agree 
about performance goals and expected outcomes. Moreover, the performance 
appraisal provides analysis of individual competencies and helps the organization to 
identify training needs. Furthermore, a well-designed appraisal program enables 
organization to plan succession system and mark those individuals suitable for 
promotion. This also is complementary with the reward system because the 
performance appraisal recognizes desired performances and rewards them, either 
by bonuses, promotion or other kind of benefits. Additionally, this system gives to 
supervisors a broader perspective about their subordinates and their attributes. Last 
but not least, another benefit is that it flags differences in perception and promote 
more constructive discussion regarding priorities, problems, challenges and other 
matters in the workplace. 
 
From employee’ side, a main benefit of proper appraisal system is that enables him 
to know where he stands in term of performance and what type of help can receive 
in order to improve his performance. It also a mean of communication with the 
organization and an opportunity to learn the plans that company has for him and 
what are his career prospects.  
 
However, there have been recorded different types of mistakes made by the 
individuals-evaluators that result in problems with performance appraisal. (Bach, 
2005; Torrington et al., 2005; IRS, 2005a,): 
Recency effects 
This happens when the manager, based only on the last performance which has 
been quite good, rates higher. 
Varying standards 
When a manager appraises his or her employees and the manager uses different 
standards and expectations for employees who are performing similar jobs 
Primacy effects 
When the person who evaluates gives more weight according to information the 
manager has received first. 
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Sampling 
When the employee’s evaluation is based only on a small percentage of the amount 
of workload done. 
Central Tendency 
When the supervisor evaluates every employee within a short range, as the average 
because he or she dismisses the differences in the performance of the employees 
have done. 
Rater Bias 
Rater’s bias is called when the manager rates according to his or her values and 
prejudices which at the same time distort the rating. Those differentiations can be 
made due to the ethnic group, gender, age, religion, sex, appearance... 
Leniency 
This takes place when the manager rates all employees at the high end of the scale. 
Halo effect 
When a manager rates an employee high on all items based on one characteristic 
that he or she likes. 
Horns effect 
It is the opposite of the Halo effect. Horns effect happens when an evaluator rates 
an employee low on all categories due to one attribute that he or she dislikes. 
Strictness 
This happens when a manager uses only the lower part of the scale to rate 
employees. 
Contrast 
The tendency to rate people relative to other people rather than to the individual 
performance  
Similar-to-Me / Different-from-Me 
Sometimes, ratters are influenced by some of the characteristics that people show. 
Depending if those characteristics are similar or different to ratters' one, they would 
be evaluated differently. 
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From the side of employees, the process of performance appraisal causes sometimes 
negative attitude and reactions. One kind of reaction is suspicion towards the 
procedure and reluctance to participate and answer subjectively. Employees are 
afraid that their responses might make them appear inadequate and lead to their 
dismissal. In this case, the organization has failed to communicate the purpose and 
the benefit of the appraisal to its personnel. Another type of employees’ reaction is 
indifference. In this case, employees don’t care about the appraisal system because 
they do not think that the organization will make serious use of the information 
gathered and that the appraisal will not play important role with regard to the 
rewards system. Finally, employees tend perhaps rightly to be defensive about 
receiving a mere numerical rating on some attribute.  The number might seem 
arbitrary, and it doesn’t mention how someone can improve his performance. 
 
An increasing number of organizations adopt the self-appraisal procedure as a part 
of performance management. In this way, ‘employees are assigned to greater 
responsibility for establishing their own performance goals and for obtaining 
feedback on their performance’. Bach (2005). Instead of being passive recipients of 
the performance evaluation by their supervisor, employees become engaged and 
therefore they are able to provide more productive feedback (McKenna and Beech, 
2002). During this approach, employees are encouraged to be more open and to 
lead the discussion about how they consider their performance. It is not uncommon, 
even to write down their own performance review so that later can be compared to 
that of managers. (IDS,2005). 
 
1.3 Performance appraisal in hospitality 
Hospitality belongs to the tertiary sector or service sector. This sector is 
characterized labour intensive. This means that the smooth operation of a company, 
especially hotel, in this sector, demands the employment of quite a number of 
people. Moreover, the quality of human resources can provide with competitive 
advantage against rival companies. This occurs because of the nature of human 
resources that make each resource special and important. To begin with, human 
resources are valuable. Top quality personnel offer a range of tasks that make them 
key factors to the organization’s operation. Another quality is that human resources 
are rare. An individual with high levels of the skills needed for the job is not easy to 
be found. Companies might spend weeks to find an employee that his skills, 
experience and knowledge fit to the requirements of the job description. 
Additionally, human resources are inimitable. It is not always feasible to identify the 
employees and their way of work that make them key factors to success for a 
competitor. Even you find these, you will need to hire employees with the same 
qualities and design similar operational systems to support them. Lastly, another 
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important quality is that human resources have no good substitutes. Employees with 
quality training, knowledge of corporate culture and care about organization’s 
customers cannot be easily replaced, even if the substitutes have the same set of 
skills and similar experience.  
1.4 Culture differences in performance management – Performance management 
in Greece 
Performance management systems and appraisals are common around the world. 
However, there are challenges in their application. An example of challenge is when 
a multinational organization has operations globally. In this case, the performance 
systems need to adapt and fit to the local culture. Another example of challenge is 
when in one organization work individuals from different cultural backgrounds and 
whose characteristics are different from that of organization’s nationality. 
 
Moreover, the impact of culture can be seen when managers have to rate 
employees and provide direct feedback which is negative. In some countries, 
including China and Japan, authority and age have a lot of respect. Therefore, 
younger employees are not encouraged to engage in face to face discussion 
regarding their performance and to take initiatives in general. Furthermore, the use 
of an appraisal type such as 360-degree feedback would be culturally inappropriate 
because this will result in employee’s “losing face” among his colleagues, if the 
evaluation is negative. Not every culture considers criticism as an opportunity for 
more training and self-development.  
 
These examples show that performance management procedures may need to be 
adapted in certain global settings. 
 
In the case of Greece, official activities of human resources department such as 
selecting, appraising and rewarding, have been included in the public and private 
sector for the last three decades. Nevertheless, their purpose was not extended to 
help individuals to improve their performance and thus to increase the productivity 
and efficiency of organization 
According to Kanellopoulos's 1990 survey, the most important activities, from the 
point of view of Greek personnel departments, were: 
 
• selection and recruitment; 
• performance and appraisal; 
• training and development; 
• industrial relations; 
• salary and wage administration. 
In Greek firms, the whole process of performance appraisal has been refined, as they 
increase in numbers of employees and become more professional. This occurs 
especially for the managerial positions. However, this doesn’t mean that the 
problems ceased to exist. According to research data,(Nancy Papalexandris) 
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“commonly found problems are the selection and measurement methods for 
performance evaluation criteria, as well as the impartiality of the appraiser”. 
The encouraging development is that appraisal results are today taken seriously into 
consideration in decisions concerning promotions, competition and training needs 
assessment (Papalexandri and Chalikias 2002) 
 
Greece follows the same tendency but appraisal is used more for promotion 
decisions and pay, and less for defining training needs. It is often mentioned that 
although training receives a lot of attention and is considered a major issue, it lacks 
the systematization required and therefore a lot of training offered does not meet its 
appropriate objectives  
 
Use of formal systems of employee performance with the participation of employees 
themselves besides the immediate supervisor, has slightly increased for all employee 
categories. Though still at a very low percentage, the customers and the colleagues 
can also participate in the appraisal process  
 
1.5 Types of Performance Information 
 
There are three different types of information about employee performance: Trait-
based information, Behaviour-based information and Results-based information 
(Mathis, L. R. and Jackson, H. J. 2009). Trait-based information identifies a character 
trait of the employee that it is not always necessary to be related to the tasks. 
Nevertheless, a trait is something that depends on subjective view and therefore not 
everyone has the same view.  As a result, this can lead to problems like halo effect or 
horn effect when the supervisor focuses only in one attribute to evaluate the 
performance. Behavior-based information focuses on specific behaviours that lead to 
job successful accomplishment. For a waiter or a receptionist, the behaviour “up-
selling” can be observed and used as performance information. For example, if the 
waiter managed to sell a more expensive meal to the customer or if the receptionist 
sold a more expensive room than the one that the guest initially had booked. 
Results-based information considers employee accomplishments. For instance, a 
sales person earns commission based on the sales volume. In this case there might 
be issues about the way the goal achieved or ignore other skills equally important for 
the job completion. 
 
Performance measures can be classified into two categories: subjective or objective. 
The subjective measure is something that cannot be easily observed. For example, if 
a person accepts advices or not. Consequently, it is up to observer’s personal view to 
define the size of the values. On the contrary, an objective measure can be simply 
observed. It is usually more related to quantity. For instance, the number of rooms 
sold. As there is enough room for discussion about both types of measures, their use 
should be use cautiously.  
 
In the literature, there is number of performance factors which are likely to be used 
in performance appraisals. McKenna and Beech (2002) consider attitude to work, 
knowledge and skill on the job, communications and teamwork skills, consistency of 
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work quality to be important factors. Based on that, we formed a research model 
and assumed that an employee’s performance consists of his knowledge of work, the 
quality with whom delivers his work, the possession of different skills, his 
professional appearance, his attitude and mentality on job and his behaviour and his 
relations with others. Therefore, the structure of the model is: 
 
Performance = Knowledge of work + Quality of work + Skills + Appearance + Attitude 
and mentality on job + Behaviour and interpersonal relations 
Based on this overview of the relevant literature and our model above, we find 
intriguing to compare the performance appraisals between managers and 
employees and examine the potential differences. Therefore, our research question 
is: 
“Are there any differences in the perception of performance between managers and 
employees?” 
  
For this reason, we would like to compare the answers on these 6 factors and 
depending on the significance of the differences, to classify them as subjective or 
objective factors. We expect to find significant difference on the categories of 
knowledge of work, quality of work, skills, attitude and behaviour. The only category 
that we don’t expect significant difference is appearance. Hence, the following 
hypotheses are derived: 
 
H1. Employees’ perception about their knowledge of work is different than their 
managers’ perception (subjective)  
 
H2. Employees’ perception about their quality of work is different than their 
managers’ perception (subjective)  
 
H3. Employees’ perception about their skills is different than their managers’ 
perception (subjective)  
 
H4. Employees’ perception about their appearance is not different than their 
managers’ perception (objective)  
 
H5. Employees’ perception about their attitude is different than their managers’ 
perception (subjective)  
 
H6. Employees’ perception about their behaviour is different than their managers’ 
perception (subjective)  
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Method of Approach 
 
Roberts (in Beardwell and Holden, 1997) reports a number of different approaches, 
which include the following: 
 
Absolute methods 
In such methods individuals are assessed relative to an absolute standard, e.g. 
achieving a qualification, such as Level 3 certification in wine tasting, which is a 
requirement for the role of sommelier. 
 
Comparative methods 
• Ranking where individuals are assessed and placed in a hierarchy using certain 
criteria as a benchmark. 
• Paired comparisons whereby every employee is compared with each other 
employee until everyone has been compared with everyone else, from which a 
ranking scale may be produced. 
• Forced distribution whereby employees’ performances are ranked and then 
allocated to some predefined distribution point. 
 
Critical incident techniques 
Employee’s performance is assessed by his reaction in “critical” incidents, for 
instance a customer complaint. These types of examples provide with qualitative and 
discussive feedback. 
 
Results-oriented methods 
Assessment is based upon results such as rooms sales per week. 
 
Pratt and Bennett (1990) describe three commonly used techniques for rating 
performance. The first is the ‘linear rule’, which requires the appraiser to place a tick 
along a numerical scale or in a box to represent ratings for the characteristics. They 
point out the distinction that needs to be made between measuring results, such as 
quantity of work, and traits, such as reliability.  
The second technique is known as BARS (behaviorally anchored rating scale). In this 
technique people familiar with a job select appropriate aspects of it and describe 
examples of behavior ranging from ineffective to effective along a scale for each 
aspect. An appraiser can then identify individual performance on the scale.  
Third, Pratt and Bennett describe MbO (management by objectives), derivatives 
being also termed as key performance indicators (KPIs) or key result areas (KRAs). 
 
No single appraisal method is best for all situations. Therefore, in certain 
circumstances, a performance measurement system that uses a combination of 
methods may be meaningful. Using combinations might counterbalance some of the 
advantages and disadvantages of individual methods.  
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2.1 Methodology 
We chose to conduct a quantitative research in order to measure performance 
evaluations among four groups: front office, housekeeping, service and kitchen. The 
sample came from a five-star city hotel in the centre of Athens. Our criterion for this 
choice was that a hotel in Athens has guests all time of the year. This means that it 
doesn’t hire seasonally but instead, the hotel management prefers to keep its 
employees permanently. In addition, a big hotel employs a large number of people 
and therefore our sample would be sufficient for this type of research. One set of 
questionnaires was given to managers to provide their evaluation about their staff 
and one set to all employees to evaluate themselves. Evaluations were anonymous. 
The 24 questions were common to both sets and are classified into the six following 
categories:  
1. Knowledge of job description, department operation and hotel operations  
2. Quality of work  
3. Skills 
4. Appearance  
5. Attitude and mentality on job and  
6. Behaviour and interpersonal relations 
In the beginning of the questionnaire, respondents chose one of the two codes, A or 
B. Code A stands for employee’s appraisal from manager and B for self-appraisal. 
These codes are used to distinguish the two groups of appraisals. Next, there were 
several fields to be filled such as employee’s position, employee’s department, 
period of evaluation, number of years in this position and finally his employment 
status, permanent or temporary. Then, in the first part, assessment levels are 
described. The 1-5 scale was used where 1 was the lowest and 5 was the highest. 
More specifically, starting from the lowest to highest, the categories are the 
following: Unsatisfactory, Below Average, Moderate, Satisfactory and Outstanding.  
The second part of questionnaire consists of 24 questions classified into 6 categories. 
The first category was knowledge about tasks and operations. The respondents 
answered questions about knowledge of job description, department’s operations 
and hotel’s operations. The second category was quality of work and questions 
evaluated if the employee works organized, follows the procedures, applies safety 
rules, takes care of the equipment / machinery and their safety, shows responsibility 
without continuous supervision and lastly if performs accurately, regularly and 
steadily. The third category was skills and it was questioned if the employee shows 
flexibility and adaptability to changes, acts proactively about the needs of the work 
and the department, evaluates the problems and handles them practically with 
minimal supervision, develops initiative - gives effective solutions, demonstrates 
development and promotion skills. The fourth category was appearance and 
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evaluated maintenance of personal care and hygiene, if employee looks after and 
cares for his uniform and watches his/her body language when being with 
guests/partners/colleagues. The fifth category was attitude and mentality. Questions 
evaluated if employee shows passion and interest for the job, accepts advice and 
instructions, shows willingness for extra education/training and new knowledge and 
finally if he/she shows sense of volunteerism. The sixth and final category was 
behaviour and interpersonal relations. In this category questions evaluate employee 
if cooperates well with partners (internal and external), offers help, demonstrates 
willingness to serve colleagues maintains good interpersonal relationships with 
colleagues. 
The third part describes two individual goals that have been set for employee and 
the evaluation of progress /accomplishment of goal. Finally, in the fourth part, there 
was a field where the respondent could write down any useful comments that wants 
to make. 
Job descriptions were collected by mini interviews with the managers and on-site 
observation.  The sample consists of 148 observations and its distribution is 
presented on the following table: 
 
Table 1 
Departments A B  Total 
Observations 
Front Office 14 15  29 
Housekeeping 28 29  57 
Kitchen 20 21  41 
Service 10 11  21 
     
Total 72 76  148 
  
Front office had 29 observations (14 manager’s appraisals and 15 self-appraisals), 
Housekeeping had 57 observations (28 manager’s appraisals and 29 self-appraisals), 
Kitchen had 41 observations (20 manager’s appraisals and 21 self-appraisals) and 
Service had 21 observations (10 manager’s appraisals and 11 self-appraisals. The 
mean of years in position was 7.49 years. 
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Data analysis 
Before starting our analysis of the results for each department, it is necessary to 
describe briefly the job tasks of the employees so that we are able to associate the 
questionnaire and its categories with their duties and responsibilities.  
Rooms division  
The Rooms Division consists of two sub-departments, Housekeeping and Front 
Office. Housekeeping used to be considered “just a cleaning department”, but hotel 
surveys have shown again and again that cleanliness is at the top of the list of 
requirements of hotel guests.  
The Front Office is the heart of a hotel. Associates of this department are responsible 
for the guest’s first and the last impression of the hotel. According to studies, the last 
impression is a lasting impression which will be instrumental for the guest’s decision 
to return to the hotel for his next visit. 
FRONT OFFICE  
 
Front Office Manager  
Directly supervises all front office personnel and ensures proper completion of all 
front office duties. Directs and coordinates the activities of the front desk, 
reservations, guest services, and telephone areas. Prepare monthly reports and 
budget for front office department.  
 
 
Front Office Supervisor  
Primarily supervises front office team members to ensure efficient and smooth 
operations for producing excellent feedbacks and guest satisfaction. Responds in a 
professional and courteous manner to guests by providing accurate and timely 
information and services.  
He/she also ensures hotel charges are processed diligently to guest's accounts, 
invoices are accurate, billing instructions are verified, all necessary supporting bills 
and vouchers are attached for direct settlements.  
 
Front Desk Agent/Assistant  
Represents the hotel to the guest throughout all stages of the guest's stay. 
Determinates a guest's reservation status and identifies how long the guest will stay. 
Helps guests complete registration cards and then assigns rooms, accommodating 
special requests whenever possible.  
Verifies the guest's method of payment and follows established credit-checking 
procedures. Places guest and room information in the appropriate front desk racks 
and communicates this information to the appropriate hotel personnel.  
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Concierge  
Serves as the guest's liaison for both hotel and non-hotel services. Functions are an 
extension of front desk agent duties. Assists the guest- regardless of whether 
inquiries concern in-hotel or off-premises attractions, facilities, services, or activities. 
Knows how to provide concise and accurate directions. Makes reservations and 
obtains tickets for flights, the theatre, or special events.  
Organizes special functions such as VIP cocktail receptions. Arranges for secretarial 
services. Good through knowledge of property management software (PMS) or hotel 
reservation software.  
 
Luggage Porter / Bell Boy  
Primarily responsible to Greet and welcome all guest to the hotel and relieve guests 
of their luggage on arrival. You will ensure that the highest standards of hospitality 
and welcome are demonstrated at all times, and that all guest requests are dealt 
with in a prompt and courteous manner.  
In addition to assist guests with luggage, Porters are also responsible to collect and 
distribute post, parcels. Also deal with general enquiries and ensuring the lobby and 
forecourt areas are always clean and tidy.  
 
HOUSEKEEPING  
 
Housekeeping Manager  
Ensures that all guest bedrooms and public areas are cleaned to the highest 
standard. Supervises all housekeeping employees. Evaluates employees in order to 
upgrade them when openings arise.  
Plans the work for the housekeeping department and distributes assignments 
accordingly. Assigns regular duties and special duties for housekeeping staff. 
Schedules employees and assigns extra days off according to occupancy forecast. 
Maintains a time log book of all employees within the department. Trains new 
employees. Assigns new employees to work with experienced help. Checks on the 
work of these employees occasionally and observes the report made by the 
supervisors.  
Approves all supply requisitions, such as those for spreads and bathroom rugs. 
Maintains a lost-and-found department and is responsible for all lost-and-found 
items. Determines the rightful owner and send correspondences.  
 
Assistant Housekeeping Manager  
Responsible for maintaining guestrooms, working areas, and the hotel premises in 
general in a clean and orderly manner. Also, coordinating daily housekeeping 
operations and maintaining the housekeeping operating standards. Responsible for 
supervising room attendants to deliver an excellent Guest satisfaction and 
experience. On time to time basis may also be required to assist the Housekeeping 
Manager in various activities.  
 
 
 
21 
 
Room Attendant  
Performs routine duties in cleaning and servicing of guest rooms and baths under 
supervision of housekeeping supervisor. Room attendant promotes a positive image 
of the property to guests and must be pleasant, honest, friendly and should also able 
to address guest requests and problems.  
 
Public Area Attendant  
Keeps all lobbies and public facilities (such as lobby restrooms, telephone area, the 
front desk, and offices) in a neat and clean condition. Public area attendant 
promotes a positive image of the property to guests and must be pleasant, honest, 
friendly and should also able to address guest requests and problems. 
  
Linen and uniform attendant  
The role of this position is to issue uniforms and linen to staff according to systems 
and the procedures laid down by the hotel management. Also takes inventory and 
control movement of soiled, damaged and fresh linen and uniforms.  
 
Houseman  
Responds promptly to requests from guests and other departments. Identifies and 
reports preventative or other maintenance issues in public areas or guest rooms. 
Performs any combination of the following tasks to maintain guestrooms, working 
areas, and the hotel premises in general in a clean and orderly manner.  
 
SERVICE 
Food and Beverage Manager – Maitre  
Responsible for the smooth operation of restaurant department to meet the high 
quality and service standards. 
Responsible for co-ordinating all phases of group meeting/banquet functions held in 
the Hotel; coordinate these activities on a daily basis; assists clients in program 
planning and menu selection. 
Solicits local group Food & Beverage business; maintains the services and reputation 
of the Hotel and acts as a management representative to group clients. 
Food and Beverage Server 
Ensures that all guests are served to the hotels standard in the Restaurant / Bar / 
Lounge areas. Display highest standards of hospitality and welcome are 
demonstrated at all times within all food and beverage areas. 
Takes orders for, serves (where applicable, prepares) food and beverages to guests 
as per the hotels standards in a friendly, timely and efficient manner. 
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Barman / Bartender 
Bartender is responsible to prepare and serve drinks to customers. Mixes and 
matches ingredients in order to create classic and innovative drinks in accordance 
with customers’ needs and expectations. The purpose of this position is to interact 
with the hotel guests and ensure they have great experience at the BAR or lounge. 
Bartender maintains positive guest interactions while accurately mixing and serving 
beverages to guests and servers in a friendly and efficient manner. 
 
KITCHEN 
Executive Chef  
Responsible for the consistent preparation of innovative and creative cuisine of the 
highest quality, presentation and flavour for the dining rooms, banquets and other 
food facilities, resulting in outstanding guest satisfaction. 
Additionally, responsible for the smooth running of the kitchen and manage areas of 
profit, stock, wastage control, hygiene practices and training within the kitchen. 
Executive Sous Chef  
The Executive Sous Chef is responsible to assist the Executive Chef for overall kitchen 
operation as a successful independent profit centre, ensuring maximum guest 
satisfaction, through planning, organizing, directing, and controlling the Kitchen 
operation and administration.  
Exhibits culinary talents by personally performing tasks while assisting in leading the 
staff and managing all food related functions. Also Assists in supervising all kitchen 
areas to ensure a consistent, high quality product is produced. 
Chef de cuisine 
Supports and assists the Executive Chef by overseeing the day-to-day culinary 
operations, including training, supervising staff and monitoring food quality. 
Chef de Partie / CDP 
A Chef De Partie (CDP) is responsible for supporting the Head and Sous Chef in a 
busy hotel kitchen delivering consistent high-quality food, handles purchase orders 
and ensures that items arriving without authorization are not received. 
Ensures the highest standards and consistent quality in the daily preparation and 
keeps up to date with the new products, recipes and preparation techniques. 
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Pastry Chef  
The position purpose is to produce the majority of pastry items for the hotel, 
including the dessert displays, show-pieces, chocolates, petit-fours and specified 
bread items to a high quality standard of ingredients and appearance. 
Commis Chef 
The position purpose is to prepare and service of hot and cold dishes, responsibility 
for the section, carrying out ordering and stock rotation where necessary. 
Baker 
The position purpose is to prepare of all sorts of bread and bakeries, responsibility 
for the section, carrying out ordering and stock rotation where necessary. 
Butcher 
Preparation of meat cuts, portioned seafood and sausages (cold cuts), responsibility 
for the section, carrying out ordering and stock rotation where necessary 
Steward 
The position purpose is to ensure the efficient running of the wash-up, pot-wash, 
skip room and back of house area to ensure the hygiene of the kitchen and 
stewarding areas. To assist the Heart of House Manager and Head Chef in any 
reasonable duties. 
Trainee 
Preparation and service of hot and cold dishes, responsibility for the section, carrying 
out ordering and stock rotation where necessary. 
The first part of analysis consists of the comparison between the four departments, 
on the six categories. For this reason, we combined the average scores of the 
answers of each category and we estimate the overall average rating. For the 
category “Knowledge of tasks and operations”, we combined the average scores of 
knowledge of job description, knowledge of department operation and knowledge of 
hotel operations, for groups A and B. We applied the same for the rest categories. 
Results can be seen on the table 2: 
 
 
 
 
 
24 
 
Table 2 Average category rating for each department and differences 
 
As we can observe, in the category “Knowledge of tasks and operations”, the largest 
difference between the 2 groups of appraisals observed on Front Office. There, the 
average score for group A was 3.93 and for group B 4.47 (difference 0.54). However, 
it is worth to mention that only in the kitchen department, the group A had higher 
average score (3.83) than group B (3.75) and difference -0.09. In the category 
“Quality of work”, the largest difference observed on Front Office again. There, the 
average score for group A was 3.65 and for group B 4.62 (difference 0.97). In the 
category “Skills” the biggest difference was again on Front Office. There, the average 
score for group A was 3.49 and for group B 4.45 (difference 0.96). In the 
housekeeping there wasn’t any difference as the average for both groups was 4.29. 
In the category “Appearance”, the largest difference was in service department. 
There, group A had an average score 3.80 and group B 4.21 (difference 0.41). 
However, it is worth to mention that only in the Housekeeping department, the 
group A had higher average score (4.99) than group B (4.85) and difference -0.14. In 
the category “Attitude and mentality”, the largest difference was on Front Office. 
There, the average score of group A was 3.70 and of group B was 4.73 (difference 
1.04). Only in the kitchen department, group A had higher score (4.27) than group B 
(4.23). The difference was -0.03. Finally, in the category “Behaviour and 
interpersonal relations”, the largest difference was again on Front Office. The group 
A had an average score 3.83 and the group B 4.49 (difference 0.66). In addition, we 
can observe that in Housekeeping and Kitchen, group A had higher score (4.71 and 
4.22 respectively) than group B (4.67 and 4.37 respectively). The differences were -
0.06 and -0.31 respectively. In the figure below, you can see the averages category 
scores for groups A and B for each department.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Categories
A B Difference A B Difference A B Difference A B Difference 
KNOWLEDGE OF TASKS 3.93 4.47 0.54 3.95 4.34 0.38 3.43 3.85 0.42 3.83 3.75 -0.09
QUALITY OF WORK 3.65 4.62 0.97 4.68 4.69 0.01 3.57 3.80 0.24 3.93 3.99 0.06
SKILLS 3.49 4.45 0.96 4.29 4.29 0.00 3.32 3.69 0.37 3.84 3.95 0.11
APPEARANCE 4.52 4.76 0.24 4.99 4.85 -0.14 3.80 4.21 0.41 4.08 4.14 0.06
ATTITUDE AND MENTALITY 3.70 4.73 1.04 4.79 4.80 0.01 3.55 4.18 0.63 4.27 4.23 -0.04
BEHAVIOUR - INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 3.83 4.49 0.66 4.71 4.67 -0.04 3.63 3.94 0.31 4.22 4.37 0.15
Front Office Housekeeping Service Kitchen
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Figure 1 Average category scores per department 
 
 
 
Next, we estimated the frequencies and average scores of groups A and B for each 
answer in total, combining the four departments. The results can be seen in the 
tables 3 and 4 below: 
 
Table 3 Frequencies of each scale 
  Frequencies of Group A Frequencies of Group B 
 
  1. 2. 3. 4. 5.   1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 
  
Job Description 0 0 13 42 17   1 1 3 28 43 
  
Department operation 0 0 14 39 19   1 0 3 30 42 
  
Hotel operation 0 3 41 24 4   4 4 34 24 10 
  
Organized 0 0 17 34 21   1 1 4 35 35 
  
Procedures 0 0 9 42 21   0 2 2 39 33 
  
Safety rules 0 0 5 44 23   2 0 3 30 41 
  
Equipment care 0 0 5 41 26   0 2 6 26 42 
  
Responsibility 0 0 20 32 20   0 2 12 23 39 
  
Accuracy/Steadiness 0 0 19 37 16   1 0 4 41 30 
  
Adaptability 0 0 15 36 21   0 0 8 36 32 
  
Proactivity 0 1 23 30 18   0 0 7 41 28 
  
Problem solving 0 1 16 49 6   0 2 11 35 28 
  
Initiative 0 0 20 47 5   1 0 14 37 24 
  
Promotion potential 0 0 25 40 7   4 2 11 43 16 
  
Personal hygiene 0 0 0 31 41   2 1 0 16 57 
  
3.00
3.20
3.40
3.60
3.80
4.00
4.20
4.40
4.60
4.80
5.00
A B A B A B A B
Front Office Housekeeping Service Kitchen
Average category scores per department
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SKILLS APPEARANCE
ATTITUDE AND MENTALITY BEHAVIOUR - INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS
26 
 
Uniform care 0 0 2 30 40   1 2 0 22 52 
  
Body language 0 0 9 29 34   1 1 6 29 39 
  
Passion and interest 0 0 9 29 34   1 1 2 26 46 
  
Advice acceptance 0 0 15 24 33   1 0 3 25 47 
  
Willingness for extra education and 
knowledge 0 0 12 31 29   0 1 4 24 47 
  
Voluntarism 0 0 14 29 29   0 1 2 26 47 
  
Cooperation with partners 0 0 7 40 25   0 0 5 33 38 
  
Colleague support 0 0 7 36 29   0 1 3 23 49 
  
Colleague relations 0 0 11 35 26   0 0 7 38 31   
 
              
Total questionnaires 
     
72 
     
76 
  
Table 4 Average ratings for each question 
 A B Difference B-A 
Job Description 4.06 4.46 0.4 
Department operation 4.07 4.47 0.4 
Hotel operation 3.4 3.42 0.02 
Organized 4.06 4.34 0.28 
Procedures 4.17 4.36 0.19 
Safety rules 4.25 4.42 0.17 
Equipment care 4.29 4.42 0.13 
Responsibility 4 4.3 0.3 
Accuracy/Steadiness 3.96 4.29 0.33 
Adaptability 4.08 4.32 0.24 
Proactivity 3.9 4.28 0.38 
Problem solving 3.83 4.17 0.34 
Initiative 3.79 4.09 0.3 
Promotion potential 3.75 3.86 0.11 
Personal hygiene 4.57 4.64 0.07 
Uniform care 4.53 4.62 0.09 
Body language 4.35 4.37 0.02 
Passion and interest 4.35 4.51 0.16 
Advice acceptance 4.25 4.54 0.29 
Willingness for extra education and knowledge 4.24 4.54 0.3 
Voluntarism 4.21 4.57 0.36 
Cooperation with partners 4.25 4.43 0.18 
Colleague support 4.31 4.58 0.27 
Colleague relations 4.21 4.32 0.11 
 
As we can observe, the highest scores for managers’ appraisal are for personal 
hygiene (4.57) and uniform care (4.53), which are above 4.5 rating, whereas the 
lowest scores (under 4.0 rating) are for knowledge about hotel operation (3.4), 
accuracy/steadiness (3.96), proactivity (3.9), problem solving (3.83), initiative (3.79) 
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and promotion potential (3.75). In group B, which represents self-appraisals, the 
highest average scores for self-appraisals were again for personal hygiene (4.64) and 
uniform care (4.62). The lowest average scores were again knowledge for hotel 
operation (3.42) and promotion potential (3.86). These two averages were the only 
below 4.0 rating. Regarding differences, we observed that in every answer, the 
average rating of group B was higher than that of group A. The highest difference 
between the two groups exists in proactivity (0.38) and problem solving (0.34). The 
smallest differences can be found on the evaluation of knowledge of hotel operation 
(0.02), body language (0.02) and personal hygiene (0.07).    
Finally, estimated the total average ratings for each category in total for the two 
groups. For “knowledge of work”, the average for group A was 3.84 and for group B 
4.12. The difference was 0.28. For category “Quality of work”, the average of group 
A was 4.12 and for group B 4.36. The difference was 0.24. For category ”Skills”, the 
average of group A was 3.87 and for group B 4.14. The difference was 0.27. For 
category “Appearance”, the average for group A was 4.48 and for group B 4.54. The 
difference was 0.06. For category “Attitude”, the average rating for group A was 4.26 
and for group B 4.54. The difference was 0.28. Lastly, for the category “Behaviour”, 
the average for group A was 4.25 and for group B 4.44. The difference was 0.19. The 
results and a graphical representation are shown on table 5 and figure 2: 
 
Table 5 Categories and Total Averages     
Total Averages A B Difference B-A 
KNOWLEDGE OF WORK 3.84 4.12 0.28 
QUALITY OF WORK 4.12 4.36 0.24 
SKILLS 3.87 4.14 0.27 
APPEARANCE 4.48 4.54 0.06 
ATTITUDE AND MENTALITY 4.26 4.54 0.28 
BEHAVIOUR AND INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 4.25 4.44 0.19 
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Figure 2 Categories and Total Averages 
 
For group A, the highest average rating observed in “Appearance” (4.48), whereas 
the lowest was in “Skills” (3.87). For group B, the highest average ratings were in 
“Appearance“ and “Attitude” (both 4.54), whereas the lowest was on “Knowledge of 
work” (4.12). The highest difference between the average ratings of the two groups 
observed on the two categories, “Knowledge of work” and “Attitude”, which had the 
same value (0.28). On the contrary, the lowest difference observed on the category 
“Appearance” (0.06).   
For the second part of our analysis, we estimated the sums of evaluations for each of 
the six categories by adding the ratings of each question that belong to the relevant 
category. For example, a performance evaluation that had rating 5 on knowledge of 
job description, 4 on knowledge of department operation and 3 on knowledge of 
hotel operation, had a total score 12 out of 15 for the category “Knowledge of 
work”. We applied the same for rest categories. Next, in order to test our 
hypotheses, we applied t-test. Each hypothesis was based on the comparison 
between the means of group A and B and more specifically the existence of 
difference. Therefore, t-test was the most convenient inference test. 
Based on these estimations, we ran descriptive statistics for each group and t-test 
(with level of significance 0.05) on every category. Table 5 below includes the results: 
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Table 6 Descriptive statistics and t-test outcomes 
  * Significance level 0.05 
Knowledge of work: For group A, the mean was 11.528, standard error 0.188, 
standard deviation 1.592, sample variance 2.534 and confidence intervals (95%) 
0.374. For group B, the mean was 12.355, standard error 0.228, standard deviation 
1.985, sample variance 3.939 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.454. We performed a 
two-tail test (inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail probability (0.006). Since 
it is <0.05 we reject the null hypothesis. The observed difference between the 
sample means (11.528 – 12.355) is convincing enough to say that the average score 
rating between managers’ appraisals and employees’ appraisals on knowledge of 
work differ significantly. 
Quality of work: For group A, the mean was 24.722, standard error 0.418, standard 
deviation 3.549, sample variance 12.598 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.834. For 
group B, the mean was 26.132, standard error 0.423, standard deviation 3.689, 
sample variance 13.609 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.843. We performed a two-
tail test (inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail probability (0.019). Since it is 
<0.05 we reject the null hypothesis. The observed difference between the sample 
means (24.722 – 26.132) is convincing enough to say that the average score rating 
between managers’ appraisals and employees’ appraisals on quality of work differ 
significantly. 
STATISTICS
A B A B A B A B A B A B
Mean 11.528 12.355 24.722 26.132 19.361 20.711 13.444 13.632 17.042 18.158 12.764 13.329
Standard Error 0.188 0.228 0.418 0.423 0.307 0.318 0.176 0.238 0.311 0.267 0.217 0.182
Median 12 13 24 27 20 21 14 14 17 19 12 14
Mode 12 13 24 30 20 20 15 15 20 20 12 15
Standard Deviation 1.592 1.985 3.549 3.689 2.607 2.770 1.491 2.071 2.635 2.327 1.842 1.587
Sample Variance 2.534 3.939 12.598 13.609 6.797 7.675 2.222 4.289 6.942 5.415 3.394 2.517
Kurtosis -0.336 5.762 -1.080 2.456 -0.749 0.487 -1.129 11.858 -1.186 3.741 -0.995 -0.840
Skewness 0.174 -1.666 0.193 -1.380 -0.075 -0.541 -0.362 -2.995 -0.336 -1.637 -0.114 -0.480
Range 6 12 12 17 11 13 5 12 8 12 6 6
Minimum 9 3 18 13 14 12 10 3 12 8 9 9
Maximum 15 15 30 30 25 25 15 15 20 20 15 15
Sum 830 939 1780 1986 1394 1574 968 1036 1227 1380 919 1013
Count 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76
Confidence Level(95%) 0.374 0.454 0.834 0.843 0.613 0.633 0.350 0.473 0.619 0.532 0.433 0.363
T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances
Observations 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76 72 76
Hypothesized Mean Difference 0 0 0 0 0 0
df 142 145 145 136 141 140
t Stat -2.805 -2.369 -3.053 -0.633 -2.726 -1.995
P(T<=t) one-tail 0.003 0.010 0.001 0.264 0.004 0.024
t Critical one-tail 1.656 1.655 1.655 1.656 1.656 1.656
P(T<=t) two-tail 0.006 0.019 0.003 0.528 0.007 0.048
t Critical two-tail 1.977 1.976 1.976 1.978 1.977 1.977
BEHAVIORSKILLSKNOWLEDGE QUALITY OF WORK APPEARANCE ATTITUDE
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Skills: For group A, the mean was 19.361, standard error 0.307, standard deviation 
2.607, sample variance 6.797 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.613. For group B, the 
mean was 20.711, standard error 0.318, standard deviation 2.770, sample variance 
7.675 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.633. We performed a two-tail test 
(inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail probability (0.003). Since it is <0.05 we 
reject the null hypothesis. The observed difference between the sample means 
(19.361 – 20.711) is convincing enough to say that the average score rating between 
managers’ appraisals and employees’ appraisals on skills differ significantly. 
Appearance: For group A, the mean was 13.444, standard error 0.176, standard 
deviation 1.491, sample variance 2.222 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.350. For 
group B, the mean was 13.632, standard error 0.238, standard deviation 2.071, 
sample variance 4.289 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.473. We performed a two-
tail test (inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail probability (0.528). Since it is 
>0.05 we cannot reject the null hypothesis. The observed difference between the 
sample means (13.444 – 13.632) is not convincing enough to say that the average 
score rating between managers’ appraisals and employees’ appraisals on 
appearance differ significantly. 
Attitude and mentality: For group A, the mean was 17.042, standard error 0.311, 
standard deviation 2.635, sample variance 6.942 and confidence intervals (95%) 
0.619. For group B, the mean was 18.158, standard error 0.267, standard deviation 
2.327, sample variance 5.415 and confidence intervals (95%) 0.532. We performed a 
two-tail test (inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail probability (0.007). Since 
it is <0.05 we reject the null hypothesis. The observed difference between the 
sample means (17.042 – 18.158) is convincing enough to say that the average score 
rating between managers’ appraisals and employees’ appraisals on attitude differ 
significantly. 
Behaviour and interpersonal relations: For group A, the mean was 12.764, standard 
error 0.217, standard deviation 1.842, sample variance 3.394 and confidence 
intervals (95%) 0.433. For group B, the mean was 13.329, standard error 0.182, 
standard deviation 1.587, sample variance 2.517 and confidence intervals (95%) 
0.363. We performed a two-tail test (inequality). We check on the P(T<=t) two tail 
probability (0.048). Since it is <0.05 we reject the null hypothesis. The observed 
difference between the sample means (12.764 – 13.329) is convincing enough to say 
that the average score rating between managers’ appraisals and employees’ 
appraisals on behaviour differ significantly. 
The summary of our interpretations can be seen on the table 7: 
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Table 7 Hypotheses table 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Hypotheses Significance test Outcome Null Hypothesis
H1: there is significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.006 < 0.05 Rejected
knowledge between managers and subordinates (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
H2:  there is significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.019 < 0.05 Rejected
quality of work between managers and subordinates (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
H3:  there is significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.003 < 0.05 Rejected
skills between managers and subordinates (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
H4: there is no significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.528 > 0.05 Fail to reject
appearance between managers and subordinates  (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
H5:there is significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.007 < 0.05 Rejected
attitude between managers and subordinates (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
H6: there is significant difference in the perception of T Test: Two-Sample Assuming Unequal Variances P(T<=t) two-tail=0.048 < 0.05 Rejected
behavior between managers and subordinates (Hypothesized Mean Difference=0)
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Conclusions 
Following the analysis above, there are some interesting observations. To begin with, 
in every category, evaluations of managers are lower than self-appraisals. We might 
say that this result was a little bit expected. Employees tend to overvalue their 
performance, either because they afraid to evaluate themselves negatively, have 
fear of firing or since they have been many years in the position, they assume that 
their performance is perfect. Nevertheless, the interesting point is that, as we can 
see from table 5, in two categories (knowledge of tasks and operations and skills), 
manager’s appraisals are below 4.00, which represents satisfactory performance. In 
the other four categories (Quality of work, Appearance, Attitude and Mentality and 
Behaviour – Interpersonal relations), the average score of manager’s appraisals was 
higher than 4.00 and in the case of Appearance, near to 4.50. A possible explanation 
for this might be the fact that these categories directly build the image of the 
company in front of the customers, so they are on top priority. A nice and careful 
appearance with professional mentality and behaviour, are key elements, especially 
in the hospitality sector and for departments that have direct contact and 
communication with the guests.  
Furthermore, we tested our hypotheses and we found that the in the five categories, 
there are significant differences between ratings of mangers’ appraisals and self-
appraisals. On the other hand, only in the category Appearance, there were no 
significant difference between the means of the two groups of appraisals. This 
comes in line with what we mentioned before: Professional appearance is 
requirement and top priority for the jobs in hospitality sector because when 
employees interact with customers or partners, they represent the image of the 
company. Image is something that can be measured objectively. On the contrary, 
skills or quality of work need more time to be measured and depend also on 
subjective judgement. For example, an employee might want to take more initiatives 
but due to his supervisor’s style of management, will not be encouraged to do so. 
Consequently, he doesn’t have the opportunity to prove himself that he can start 
and finish a task when is needed. Hence, we conclude that the measurement of 
performance on knowledge of work, quality of work, skills, attitude and behaviour, 
has a more subjective character and thus we cannot evaluate them adequately, 
using one or two sources of evaluation.  
The main objective of the research was to give some more insights about the 
performance appraisals in hospitality and the difference between managers’ 
appraisals and self-appraisals. What makes this study unique is the use of 24 
variables, classified into 6 categories and samples from 4 departments of a hotel, 
Front Office, Housekeeping, Service and Kitchen, in order to examine difference in 
perceptions between managers and employees. 
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 Another important contribution of this research was to create awareness among 
employees about a future and more official performance appraisal. For this reason, 
responses were anonymous. Although the whole procedure was unofficial and more 
a student research, it was opportunity for some employees to become familiar with 
the procedure and evaluate themselves for the first time. Some of them were 
hesitant to fill the questionnaire, as they were afraid that they will not be objective. 
Based on differences in scores between groups A and B, quite of them were not and 
overestimated their performance. Nevertheless, the real gain is to face the challenge 
to evaluate yourself on a piece of paper. This might be one good step towards self-
critic and self-knowledge and your improvement as an individual and as a 
professional.  
Finally, the survey, gave the opportunity for some employees to express their ideas 
and comments and set some personal goals (even though the idea was to mention 
goals set in cooperation with their managers). Here are some indicative personal 
goals and ideas: 
✓ Better knowledge of PMS and daily tasks 
✓ Better knowledge of department and hotel operation 
✓ Attend to seminars for hotel operations 
✓ Learn a new foreign language 
✓ Write a manual about hotel’s PMS 
✓ Participation at city tours for receptionists for better knowledge of the city 
and its monuments 
✓ Better compliance with the procedures 
✓ Better guest service 
✓ Gain a promotion to sales department 
✓ Faster room cleaning  
Project had naturally some constraints. One basic constraint was the relatively small 
sample. Participants were from only four departments. A more representative 
research would include employees from other departments too, such as sales or 
marketing department and from all the hotels and resorts of the company. Another 
constraint was that in the housekeeping department, many employees were not 
able to understand every question because they don’t speak Greek language well. A 
final limitation was the attitude of some employees. Some employees were hesitant 
about the outcome and the importance of the research. Therefore, their answers 
might not depict accurately their opinion about their individual performance.        
END 
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Appendix. QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
 
PERFORMANCE APPRAISAL QUESTIONNAIRE 
 
Code (Α= Appraisal from manager / Β= Self - appraisal): ___________ 
Position: _____________________________________ 
Department: ______________________________________________ 
Time in current position:  _________________ 
Employment:        PermanentSeasonal 
 
PART ONE – ASSESSMENT LEVELS 
1. Unsatisfactory: The employee does not meet the requirements of the position. 
2. Below average: The employee does not respond adequately to the demands of his 
position. 
3. Moderate: The employee responds adequately to the demands of his position, having 
room for improvement. 
4. Satisfactory: The employee fully meets the requirements of his position, making 
continuous progress in the way in which his work is carried out. 
5. Outstanding: Employee performance exceeds goals and performance criteria. His work 
and participation adds a unique value. 
 
PART TWO – QUESTIONS (Fill the necessary fields, if applicable, based on 1-5 scale) 
KNOWLEDGE ABOUT TASKS AND OPERATIONS 
1. Demonstrates knowledge of his job description                                                            ________ 
2. Demonstrates knowledge of the department’s operations                                         ________ 
3. Demonstrates overall knowledge of the hotel’s operations                                        ________ 
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QUALITY OF WORK 
4. Works organized                                                                                                                  ________ 
5. Follows the procedures / Quality standards                                                                   ________ 
6. Applies safety rules                                                                                                             ________ 
7. Takes care of the equipment / machinery and their safety                                         ________ 
8. Shows responsibility without continuous supervision                                                   _______ 
9. Performs accurately, regularly and steadily                                                                    ________ 
SKILLS 
10. Shows flexibility and adaptability to changes                                                               ________ 
11. Acts proactively about the needs of the work and the department                        ________ 
12. Evaluates the problems and handles them practically with minimal supervision ________ 
13. Develops initiative - gives effective solutions                                                               ________ 
14. Demonstrates development and promotion skills                                                      ________ 
APPEARANCE 
15. Maintains personal care and hygiene                                                                            ________ 
16. Looks after and cares for his uniform                                                                            ________ 
17. Watches his/her body language when being with guests/partners/colleagues    ________ 
ATTITUDE AND MENTALITY 
18. Shows passion and interest for the job                                                                         ________ 
19. Accepts advice and instructions                                                                                      ________ 
20. Shows willingness for extra education/training and new knowledge                      ________ 
21. Shows sense of volunteerism                                                                                          ________ 
BEHAVIOUR – INTERPERSONAL RELATIONS 
22. Cooperates well with partners (internal and external)                                               ________ 
23. Offers help, demonstrates willingness to serve colleagues                                       ________ 
24. Maintains good interpersonal relationships with colleagues                                    ________ 
2/3 
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PART THREE – GOALS SET 
1. GOAL/PROJECT  
Description: _________________________________________________________________ 
Evaluation of progress /accomplishment of goal: ___________ 
2. GOAL/PROJECT  
Description: _________________________________________________________________ 
Evaluation of progress /accomplishment of goal: ___________ 
 
PART FOUR – COMMENTS 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
___________________________________________________________________________ 
 
END OF QUESTIONNAIRE 
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